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Alexandria, V A 22313-1450 

Sir: 

REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION 

Responsive to the Official Action dated March 16, 2006, Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration. 

All claims now stand rejected for anticipation under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) based on 
commonly-assigned US Patent Application 2001/0026554 to Holler et al. This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

To establish that a claim is anticipated, the Examiner must point out where each and 
every limitation in the claim is found in a single prior art reference. Scripps Clinic & Research 
Found, v. Genentec, Inc., 927 F.2d 1565 (Fed. Cir. 1991). Every limitation contained in the 
claims must be present in the reference, and if even one limitation is missing from the reference, 
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then it does not anticipate the claim. Kloster Speedsteel AB v. Crucible, Inc., 793 F.2d 1565 
(Fed. Cir. 1986). Holler fails to satisfy this rigorous standard. 

Holler describes resource reservation for establishing end-to-end quality of service in a 
digital communication system without resource reservation signaling over the radio access 
bearer. The resource reservation protocol signaling on the IP level over the radio access 
interface is eliminated, and a gatekeeper in the access network assumes the role of a resource 
reservation protocol proxy on behalf of the mobile terminal. 

Claim 1 recites a method implemented in a mobile terminal. The mobile terminal 
"send[s] a request message associated with the multimedia session to the access point requesting 
a packet access bearer between the mobile terminal and the access point." The mobile terminal 
then "setting an indicator in the request message indicating that the access point should function 
as a communications protocol proxy for the mobile terminal for a media data stream of the 
multimedia session." So in the claim, it is the mobile terminal that determines that it should not 
participate in the RSVP signaling. The mobile terminal requests that the access point function as 
a communications protocol proxy for the mobile terminal. 

It contrast, Holler's gatekeeper 609 makes these decisions — not the mobile terminal 605. 

The Examiner relies on paragraph 0095 which is reproduced here: 

The terminal 605 requests admission to establish a call using 
H.225/RAS signalling from the Gatekeeper 609. Since it in this 
case is an entity running RSVP it also indicates that it has 
capabilities to reserve resources in the TransportQoS field of the 
ARQ message. The request is accepted and confirmed by the 
Gatekeeper 609 which tells the terminal 605, that the terminal shall 
not use its resource reservation capabilities or alternatively that the 
Gatekeeper 609 will reserve the necessary resources, in the 
TransportQoS field of the ACF message. 
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So Holler's mobile terminal 605 tells the gatekeeper 609 it has the resources for the RSVP 
reservation: "Since it in this case is an entity running RSVP it also indicates that it has 
capabilities to reserve resources in the TransportQoS field of the ARQ message." The mobile 
terminal 605 never requests the gatekeeper 609 to be its RSVP proxy. Instead, it is the 
gatekeeper 609 in the access point that decides for the mobile terminal 605 that the gatekeeper 
609 will take over as the RSVP entity for the terminal 605: "the Gatekeeper 609 which tells the 
terminal 605, that the terminal shall not use its resource reservation capabilities or alternatively 
that the Gatekeeper 609 will reserve the necessary resources, in the TransportQoS field of the 
ACF message." The decision is not made by the mobile terminal 605. 

Similar claim language missing from Holler is recited in independent claims 8, 18, 25, 
and 38. Lacking a feature required by these claims and the claims that depend on them, the 
anticipation rejection of those claims should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 35, the Examiner relies on claim 40 of Holler which simply states: 

A computer program product stored on a computer usable medium, 
comprising a computer readable program for causing a computer, 
within an entity in the communication system according to any of 
the claims 15-19, to control an execution of the method according 
to any of the claims 20-38. 

It is not seen how this claim discloses a computer generated data signal that includes 

a Packet Data Protocol (PDP) context activation, creation, 
modification, or update message for establishing or updating a 
multimedia session between a mobile terminal and a remote host, 
the PDP context activation, creation, modification, or update 
message having plural fields of information including a PDP 
configuration options (PCO) field that includes an indicator 
indicating whether the access point should function as a 
communications protocol proxy for the mobile terminal for the 
media data stream of the multimedia session. 
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Any PDP context signaling occurs at step 806 in procedures that are not associated with the 
gatekeeper's decision to be the RSVP proxy for the mobile terminal. Paragraph 0100 simply 
states that the mobile terminal must at some point send a PDP context request, but no more is 
said. There simply is no teaching in Holler of including in the PDP context request "a PDP 
configuration options (PCO) field that includes an indicator indicating whether the access point 
should function as a communications protocol proxy for the mobile terminal for the media data 
stream of the multimedia session." 

The application is now in condition for allowance. An early notice to that effect is 
requested. 
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